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APPEAL BRIEF p7 CFJL 41.37) 

This brief is in furtherance of the Notice of Appeal, filed in tfiis case on Decembw 16, 2004. 

'P^lf T^"" ^ '♦I -20(8X2), and any required petition for extension of time for filing this 
onei and tees therefore, are dealt with in the accompanying TRANSMITTAL OF APPEAL BRIEF. 
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^ ^ ^ *^ ^^^^"^'^ International Business Machines 

corporation (IBM). 
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RFT.ATFD APPF^I ^ nvrrFi>FirD^|.jpr.^ 

With respect to other or mtfiffertrices that will directly affect, or be directly af&cted by or 

h^^ab^g on the Boat's decision in the pending appeal. t^«re are no sucr^eals'^ 
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STATTTfi niTf^ , ^lin^ 



A. TOTAL NUMBER OF CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

Claims in the application arc: 1 -36 



B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

1. Claims canceled: 3-4, 10-11, 17-18, 24-25 

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but not canceled: NONE 

3. Claims pending: 1-2, 5-9, 12-1 6, 19-23, and 26-36 

4. Claims allowed: NONE 

5. Claims rejected: N2, 5-9, 12^16, 19-23, and 26-36 

6. Claims objected to: NONE 

C CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

The claims on appeal are: 1-2, 5-9, 12-16, 19-23, and 26-36 
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amended. This amendment was entered. No amendments were submitted after the final rejection. 
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SUMlVtARV OF rT AIMtrn stT^.Tr rT ivrAT-rir , B 

A. CLAIM 1 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 1 ts directed to a method for producing a drawing of 
components and connections needed to implement a desii^l system. A flowchart showing the 
method for producing the drawing is depicted in Figure 6. discussed from pages 15, Une 20 
through page 17, line 12. The method comprises 

receiving user needs of the desired system, wherein the user needs describe specified 
capabilities and performance requirements of the desired system and do not provide schematic 
details for the desired system, and wherein the desired system is a computer network; This step is 
shown in steps 604^608 of Figure 6, discussed on page 16, lines 2-1(5. The gr^hical user 
interface (GUI) used to gather the infonnation is shown in Figures 5A-SN. 

automatically determining components and connections needed to implement a system 
that satisfies the user needs based on the specified capabilities and perfomiance requirements of 
the desired system and application of one or more system design rules to the specified 
capabilities and performance requirements of the desired system; 

generating a drawing program input that provides instructions for producing a drawing of 
the system that satisfies the user needs using the determined components and connections to 
produce schematic details for the system; Both the determining and generating steps are 
intertwmcd and are shown in steps 609-620 of Figure 6, discussed on page 16, line 13 through 
page 17, line 5. 

sending the drawing program input to a drawing ptx>gram to generate a graphical output 
of the schematic details for the system. The sending step is shown as step 621 of Figure 6, 
discussed on page 1 7, lines 7-10. 

B. CLAIM 5 - DEPENDENT 

The subject matter of dependent claim S is directed to generating the drawing of ihe desired 
system, shown in the plication on page 4, lines 1 8-22. 
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CLAIM 7 - DEPENDENT 



The subject matter of dependent claim 7 is directed to referencing a set of poUcies that must be 
satisfied in order for the desired system to function properly, shown in the application on page 
11. lines 19-29. 

D. CLAIM 8 -INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 8 is directed to a computer program product in a computer 
readable media for use in a data processing system for producing a drawing of components and 
connections needed to implement a desired system. The claim is a computer program product 
claim counterpart to method claim 1. 

E. CLAIM 15 - INDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 15 is directed to a system for producing a drawing of 
components and connections needed to implement a desired system. The claim is a system claim 
counterpart to method claim I. 

F. CLAIM 22 - UNDEPENDENT 

The subject matter of claim 22 is directed to a system for producing a drawing of components 
and connections needed to implement a desired system. The claim is a means plus fimction 
system claim countapart to method claim 1. 
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GROTTlVnS oy RRmmnivr to bit p y vrirwirn apptt ai 

A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1, 2, 5-9, 12-16, 19-23, and 26-36) 

^^^Zl' ^^^^ ^i^^ 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated 

over O Sullivan (U.S. AppUcation Publication 2003/0065758) or in the alternative under 103fa) as 
obvious over Flansburg et al. (U.S. Patent 6,393,432). 

B. GROUND OF REJECTION 2 (Claims 6, 13, 20, and 27) 

Claims 6, 13, 20, and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C- § 103 as obvious over O'Sullivan. 
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Awr;TnvnnvT 



A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1, 2, 5-9, 12-16, 19-23, and 2«6) 

It i$ first noted that this rejection, as presented in the finaJ office action of 10/20/2004, is 
confusing. Although the rejection asserts that it is primarily an anticipation rejection, the 
discussion admits that "Sullivan does not specificany disclose a drawing program", which would 
appear to move this rejection out of the proper realm of a 102 rqection. At the same time, the 
alternative rejection is asserted to be an obviousness rejection over Flansburg alone, while the 
discussion mentions «he reason why the cnmhinarinq of flansberg and Sullivan would be 
obvious. The undersigned agent will treat this as a 102 rejection with an alternative 103 rejection 
over O'SuUivan in view of Flansburg. 

Al. Claims 1, 2, 6, 8-9, 13, 15-16, 20, 22-23, 27. 29-36 
Representative claim I recites, 

1. (Previously Presented) A method for producing a drawing of components 
and connections needed to implement a desired system, the method 
comprising: 

receiving user needs of the desired system, wherein the user needs describe 
specified capabilities and performance requirements of the desired system and 
do not provide schematic details for the desired system, and wherein the 
desired system is a computer network; 

automatically determining components and connections needed to 
implement a system that satisfies the user needs based on the specified 
capabihties and performance requirements of the desired system and 
application of one or more system design rules to the specified capabiHties and 
performance requirements of tiie desired system ; 

generating a drawing program input that provides instructions for 

producmg a drawing of the system that satisfies the user needs using the 

detcimined components and connections to produce schematic details for tiie 
system; and 

sending the drawing program input to a drawing program to generate a 
graphical output of the schematic details for the system. 
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The arguments regarding the anticipation rejection over O'Sullivan are based on the 
follo>ving ruling of the Federal Circuit: 

A prior art reference anticipates the claimed invcndon under 35 U.S.C. § 
102 only if every element of a claimed invention is identically shown in that 
single reference, arranged as they are in the claims. In re Bond. 910 F 2d 831 
832, 15 U.S.P.Q.2d 1566, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

All limitations of the claimed invention must be considered when 
determining patentability. In re Lcwrv, 32 F.3d 1579, 1582, 32 U.S.P02d 
1031, 1034 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Anticipation focuses on whether a claim reads on the product or process a prior 
art reference discloses, not on what the reference broadly teaches. Kalman v 
Kimberly-aark Corp., 713 F.2d 760, 218 U.S J.Q. 781 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

In the final office action, the rejection of these claims states. 

Regarding Claims 1, 8, 15 and 22 O'Sullivan discloses a method, a 
computer program product and a system for producing a drawing of 
components and connections needed to implement a desired system, 
comprising: 

recei ving user needs of the desired system , wherein the user needs describe 
specified capabilities and performance requirements of the desired system 
and do not provide schematic details for the desired system, and wherein 
the desired system is a computer network; (Page 2, [0027] lines 1 -13; 
[0025], lines 4-6; [0024]); automatically detemiining components and 
connections needed to implement a system that satisfies the user needs 
based on the specified capabilities and perfomiance requirements of the 
desired system and application of one or more system design rules to the 
specified capabilities and perforaiance requirements of the desired system; 
(Page 2, [0030]; [0032]-[0033]); generating a drawing program input that ' 
provides mstnictions for producing a drawing of the system that satisfies 
the user needs using the determined components and connections to 
produce schematic details for the system (Fig. 2); and sending the drawing 
program input to a drawing program to generate a graphical output of the 
schematic details for the system (Fig. 2, [0028]). 
O'Sullivan discloses a method for designing network interconnect fabric and 
mterconnection modules that is adaptable to be used as a computer-aided 
design tool for networks (Page 1, [0009], lines 1-3; Page 2, [0028], please note 
that any computer-aided design tool would include a drawing program 
However. O'Sullivan does not specifically disclose a drawing program. 



(Appeal Dficf Page 10 of2<5) 
Longnccker ct al. - 1 0/004,!>48 



PA(X12/28'RCVDAT2I16/2QI)5 3:56:14PM [Eastern Standard Timel'SVIlUSPro^ 



02/1-6/2005. 1-4:53 9723857766 



YEE & ASSOCIATES 



PAGE 13 



The Cited portions of O'Sullivan. as weU as cited Figure 2, are shown below. Because 

these sections are somewhat long, underlining is added to emphasize certain statements. 

[0009] The present invention provides a method for dssignia&iifitHiQdc 
intm- , nnnprf fahric and fntPTflnnnortinn mndiika that is highly automated and 
develops cost-effective design of interconnection fabrics while simultaneously 
satisfying network perfonnance requirements. lii addition, embodiments of the 
disclosed mvention are adaptable to many levels of network design problems 
and can be adaptable to operate in any design envinjranent. 

[0024J This discussion of this embodiment of the present invention describes a 
method for automated design of an mtarctmnt^nr* fewh^t..,^^ ^ gjy^ 
of snnTTff nndRs and a si^mo spt nf trrmin n T r\rn\n . While the problenj to which 
this solution applies is found in an enormous number of applications, the 
design of cwi^uter and computer-related networks is particularly applicable 
Fiber Channel Storage Area Networks (SAN), as a most particularly applicable 
example, can be hi^y complex and expensive constructions. The many 
different design possibilities of such a network can have a wide variety of costs 
of construction and a poor design can slow performance characteristics and 
communication between devices or waste money in unnecessary over- 
provisioning and higher management costs. 

[0025] This discussion of this embodiment of the present invention will focus 
on the design of SANs for the reason that these networks tend to be complex, 
costly and their performance in terms of speed is critical. As such, it is 
important for a SAN design to meet performance requirements in a cost- 
effective way. 

[0027] In a SAN fabric design problem, a designer is given a set of sources, or 
host computers; a set of targets, or storage devices, and a set of required flows 
between them which are expressed in teniis of request rates in bandwidth, 
^erally measured in MBps. An interconnect fabric must be built to 
simultaneously support these flow requirements. The fabric, connecting hosts 
and devices, can be constructed from a set of available nodes which can be 
hubs, switches, routers and the like; adapter, such as Fiber Optic-to-PCI cards 
and hnks, such as optical fiber cables or other communication media. The ' 
objective of the design problem is to design a fabric consisting of these 
components which meets the flow requirements at the minimum cost. This 
embodunent of the present invention achieves these sometimes opposing goals 
by pursuing a set of steps. The steps taken and the concepts presented in this 
embodiment can best be understood with reference to the attached figures. 
[0028] This embodiment of the present invention is intended to be operated in 
an automated environment It is especially adaptable to be used as a computer- 
aided design tool for networks. As such, it is expected that this embodiment 
will be used m a computer much like that present in FIG. 1 . 
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iiovra KMT I MBra 




FIGURE 2 



[0030] FIG. 2 is ^ «;imp1i HpH ^^h^^^'y^^ 
diagram hvprvipw Af nn riT/^t^ ii pmr^g^ 
implemented by this embodiment of the 
present inventioiL At the outset, network 
flow requirements are input, 210, to 
provide the basis for subsequent decisions. 
At 220, each flow is assigned to a port on 
its associated host and to a port on its 
associated device based on the flow 
requirements and port capability. The 
flow-to-port assignment process takes into 
account the advantages of coalescing 
certain flows together to form port groups 
that will ultimately allow for low-cost 
supporting modules. The port groups 
partition the host and device ports into 
disjoint sets and are determined at 230. 
Then modules, which are appropriate 
combinations of direct links, hubs and 
switches, are bxiilt to support each port 
group, 240. Typically, costs are lowest for 
durect Imks, higher for hubs, and higher yet for switches. The module design 
segment attempts to build modules by selecting the lowest-cost module for 
each port group. That means it will attempt to meet flow requirements with the 
least-cost module, hence the attempt to produce as many relatively inexpensive 
direct links as possible. 

[0032] no. 3 illustrates, in flowchart form, the overall process of network 
interconnect fabric design described in this embodiment of the present 
invention, called here QuickBuildcr. QuickBuilder process 300 comprises 
flow-to-port assignment 310 and module building 340. Using mput data 305, 
flow-to-port assignment 3 1 0 determines on which port each flow exits its 
associated host and on which port each flow enters its associated device. For 
any given flow, a port assignment defines a unique host port and a unique 
device port for the flow (See expansion in YIG. 4). Making a port assignment 
sends the given flow from that host port to that device port. Hosts and devices 
m g^eral have multiple network ports and so die QuickBuUdcr process must 
decide the port of each flow's exit and entry. The term "flow-to-port 
assignment" is used in this discussion to include the process of defining a port 
assignment for every flow in the network. 

[0033] When a flow-to-port assignment is completed, an evaluation is made 
330, to determme if every flow is assigned to aport group. If not, tfiere are too 

«?^ri^T.'^™^^ ^""^ ^"^^'^^^^ P^^^ P^Wem is not feasible, 

389. it all flow requirements arc met with port assignments then an 

mterconnect fateic is built, 340, to accommodate the flow-to^port assignments 

- . .s^*^-,,, ^x^. U10.L jnv IS cAponaea m i*iijr. y. 
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It is submitted that there are several problems with the anticipation rejection over 
O'SuLUvan, specifically: 

# O'SuIlivan does not receive the requireroents for an entire computer network; and 

• O'Sullivan does not show generating and sending infonnation to a drawing program, 
either int^al or extemai, as recited in the generating and sending steps. 

These differences, both of which embodies an unmet claim recitation, will be discussed 
separately. 

Q^SuIlivan does nnt rfi^rt^lw flip ff-pgiiiVftftKiiitg fnr <m f^nHr^ cnmpnfer nPtwnrk 

As noted above, the first paragraph of claim 1 recites, "receiving user needs of the desired 
system, wherein the user nftftrifi describe specified capabilities and perfomnance requirements of the 
desired system and do not nrovlefe gehftmatir riotaiiQ for the desired System, and wherein th^ dej^rmd 
aystam is a romputer network''. It is submitted that O'SulHvan meets only a portion of this 
limitation, but does mji meet the overall limitation. It is submitted tliat Webopedia, which bills 
itself as the number one online encyclopedia dedicated to computer technology, defmes a 
computer network as, "a group of two or more computer systems linked together". It is submitted that 
O^Sullivan receives input lanly for the interconnrrtinn fahor. of the computer network (see the 
underlining in paragraph [0009] of O'SuIlIivan above), not for the entire computer netwoii^. 
Portions of the network are already in existence or planned, as seen by the fact that a set of 
source nodes and a set of terminal nodes (see the underlining in paragraph [0024] of O'SulUvan 
above) are input to the program of O'SuUivan. Thus, it is submitted that the *Yeceiving^^ step of 
this claim is not met by this reference. 

n\SnlllYan riOPS not ^menf^ and ^Pnrf Snformatinn ■tn a drawing prngraiti 
The rejection noted above that while "any computer-aided design tool would include a drawing 
program", it is also true that "O'Sullivan does not specifically disclose a drawing program". Tt is 
submitted that the nJings cited from the Federal Circuit would specifically preclude the use of 
vrhai is sfinfrally Imnwn about design tools in favor of what is g^vpiiV-irtyH;«.i^^f ^ regarding a 
design tool such as O'SuUivan. O'Sullivan does not disclose a drawing program, nor does it 
make any mention of a drawing program, nor does it give any detail about how a drawing 
program would be implemented. Li fact, O'Sullivan does not appear to discuss producing a 
drawing at all It is notable that the rejection cites only Figure 2 and paragraph [0028] of 
O'Sullivan as showing the steos of eeneratina an/I cjwHiTi ci a*. - j : _ 

- — — *=» — - <=L viiawiJi,^ pi U^am. 
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However, these excerpts do not mention the production of a drawing, at all. Rather, they discuss 
how O'SulUvan determmes the interconnection modules to use in the tnterconnectiot). fabric, in 
order to keep the costs as low as possible. Thus, it is submitted that O^Sullivan docs not meet the 
claimed st^s.. The anticipation rejection is.bedieyed overcome. . . . 



nvgr n>SiflHviin in v5^w Af Fl«i,j,^nrp 

The arguments regarding the obviousness rejection over O'Sullivan and Flansburg are 
based on the following ruling of the Federal Circuit: 

All limitations of the claimed invention must be considered when determining 
patentability. InreLowry,32F3d 1579, 1582, 32 U.S.P.Q.2d 1031, 1034 (Fed 
Cir. 1994). 

It is noted that in the alternative rejection over O'Sullivan in view of Flansburg, the office 
action stated, in addition to the above comments regarding O'Sullivan, 

Flansburg discloses a drawing program used in network designs (CoL 5, lines 
9^1 1 and lines 18-21 ; Col. 2, lines 10-1 8). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the method for designing a network of O'Sullivan with the 
method of Flansburg because it would provide an improved system wherein the 
user i$ allowed to create, edit, store and distribute graphical diagrams of logical 
network layouts (Abstract, lines 8-10).^ 

It is further noted that the rejection above docs not attribute any particular claimed steps to the 
cited portions of Flansburg, which are reproduced below, histead, this patent is apparently cited 
simply to show a drawing program, noting. 

Through the use of a system and method in accordance with the present 
invention, a user can create, edit store, and distribute graphical diagrams of 
logical network layouts. The diagrams can be created automatically and then 
edited and distributed by the user. In addition, the user is able to edit the 
network diagrams without affecting the current as-buiIt view of the network. 
Finally, the system and method in accordance with the present invention allows 
for tracking every network device, passive and active, and provides for 
associating network devices with the appropriate physical and logical locations, 
specifications, serial numbers, warranty information, etc.^ . . . 



^ Final office action of 1 0/20/2004, p.3. In. 1 8 through p.4. In3 
Flansburg, coL2, Ins. 7- 18 
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Instead of utilizing CAD diagrams, a system in accordance with the present 
invention uses a basic drawing program with an underlying knowledge base. 
The user picks a device type from a menu, the system creates the device, and 
the user places it accordingly. However, the user does not have to figure out in 
which cell in a CAD schematic to place new devices and cabUng, but simply 
assigns them a new location, and the system does the rest. The user can view 
the network as it was originally conjBgured and then compare it to the 
network's current state or even a proposed state. These virtual scenarios make 
designing network changes and expansions easier, providing a quick frame of 
reference for the designer to evaluate his or her decisions.^ 

It is submitted that the discussion above pointed out three steps that O' Sullivan did not 
meet. It is submitted that Flansburg does not show these steps cither, nor was it apparently cited 
to show these steps. Flansburg docs show a drawing program, but it does not show how 
information regarding the requirements for a computer network is gathered or how the 
infonnation to produce a drawing of the proposed computer network is collected and sent to the 
drawing program. 

It is further submitted that these lindtations are not shown by ei ther of the cited 
references, so that the obviousness rejection is overcome, 

A2, Claims 5, 12, 19, 26 

In addition to the arguments above, it is submitted that this group of dependent claims 
recites a further distinction over the prior art. Representative claim 5 recites, 

5, (Original) The method as recited in claim 1, further comprising: 

generating, with the drawing program, the drawing of the desired system. 
It is submitted that this recitation of a generating step provides further distinctions in the 
anticipation rejection over O'Sullivan. Not only docs the raethod(/system/product) send 
information to a drawing program, but the work of the drawing program - to generate a drawing - 
is positively recited. Thus, this set of claims is separately patentable over O'Sullivan. 

A3. Craims 7, 14, 21, 28 

In addition to the arguments above, it is submitted that this group of dependent claims 
also recites a further distinction over the prior art. Representative claim 7 recites. 
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7. (Original) The method as recited in claim 1, wherein determining 
components and connections needed to implement the system that satisfies the 
user needs comprises referencing a set of policies that must be satisfied in 
order for the desired system to function properly. 

It is submitted that neither O'Sullivan nor Flansburg disclose referencing a set of policies' 
that must be satisiBed. In fact, the undcarsigned agent performed a search within both of these 
documents for the word policy, poh'cies or a related word; none was found. It is submitted that 
neither reference shows this limitation and the rejection is overcome for these claims. The Board of 
Appeals is respectfully requested to overturn this rejection, 

B. GROUND OF REJECTION 2 (Claims 6, 13, 20, and 27) 

Representative claim 6 recites, 



It is noted that all of the claims in this rejection are dependent claim s* As such, it is asserted 
that these claims can stand or &11 with their independent claims, as argued above. Thus, the 
rejection of these claims is believed overcome and the Board of Appeals is respectfully requested to 
overturn the rejection. 



6. (Original) The method as recited in claim 1, wherein the desired system is 
a system to implement web hosting. 




Betty Fonnoy 
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ri.AfMS APPF.rffffX 
The text of the claims involved in the appeal arc: 

1 . A method for producing a drawing of components and connections needed to implement 

a desired system, the method comprising: 

receiving user needs of the desired system, wherein the user needs describe specified 

capabilities and performance requirements of the desired system and do not provide schematic 

details for the desired system, and wherein the desired system is a computer network; 

automatically determining components and connections needed to implement a system 

that satisfies the user needs based on the specified capabilities and performance requirements of 

the desixed system and application of one or more system design rules to the specified 

c^abilities and performance requirements of the desired system - 
generating a drawi.iag program input that provides instructions for producing a drawing of 

the system that satisfies the user needs using the determined components and connections to 

produce schematic details for the system; and 

sending the drawing program input to a drawing program to generate a graphical output 

of the schematic details for the system. 

2. The method as recited in claim 1 , further comprising: 

providing at least one gr^hical user interface for receiving the user needs of tiie desired 

system. 
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5. The method as recited in claim 1 , furdicr comprising: 

generating, with the drawing program, the drawing of the desired system. 

6. The method as recited in claim 1> wherein the desired system is a system to implement 
web hosting. 

7. The method as recited in claim I, wherein determining components and connections 
needed to implement the system that satisfies the user needs comprises referencing a set of 
policies that must be satisfied in order for the desired system to function properly. 

8. A computer program product in a computer readable media for use in a data processing 
system for producing a drawing of components and connections needed to implement a desired 
system, the computer program product comprising: 

receiving instructions for receiving user needs of the desired system, wherein the user 
needs describe specified capabilities and perfomiance requirements of the desired system and do 
not provide schematic details for the desired system, and wherein the desired system is a 
computer network; 

determining instructions for automatically determining components and connections 
needed to implement a system that satisfies the user needs based on the specified capabilities and 
perfomiance requirements of the desired system and application of one or more system design 
rules to the specified capabilities and performance requirements of the desired system; 
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generating instruclions for generating a drawing program input that provides instmctions 
for producing a drawing of the system that satisfies the user needs using the determined 
components and connections to produce schematic details for the system; and 

sending instructions for sending the drawing program input to a drawing program to 
generate a graphical output of the schematic details for the system. 

9. The computer program product as recited in claim 8, further comprising: 

providing instructions for providing at least one graphical user interface for receiving the 
user needs of the desired system. 

.12. The computer program product as recited in claim 8, jfiirther comprising: 

drawing instructions for generating, with the drawing program, the drawing of the desired 

system. 

13. The computer program product as recited in claim 8, wherein the desired system is a 
system to implement web hosting. 

1 4. The computer program product recited in claim 8, wherein determining components 
and connections needed to implement the system that satisfies the user needs comprises 
referencing a set of poKcies that must be satisfied in order for the desired system to function 
properly. 
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15. A system for producing a drawing of components and connections needed to implement a 

desired system, the system comprising: 

a receiver which receives instructions for receiving user needs of the desired system. 

wherein the user needs describe specified capabiUties and perfonnance requirements of the 
desired system and do not provide schematic dctaiJs for the desired system, and wherein the 
desired system is a computer network; 

a component determination unit which determines instructions for automatically 
determining components and connections needed to implement a system that satisfies the user 
needs based on the specified capabilities and performance requirements of the desired system and 
appHcation of one or more system design rules to the specified capabilities and performance 
requirements of the desired system; 

an instruction generating unit which generates instructions for generating a drawing 
program input that provides instmctions for producing a drawing of the system that satisfies the 
user needs using the determined components and connections to produce schematic details for 
the system; and 

a transmitter which sends instructions for sending the drawing progr^ input to a drawing 
program to generate a graphical output of the schem atic details for the system. 

16. The system as recited in claim 1 5, fiuther comprising: 

a graphical user interface unit which provides at least one graphical user interface for 
receiving the user needs of the desired system. 
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19. The system as recited in claim 15, fiirther comprising: 

drawing instructions for generating, with the drawing program, the drawing of the desired 



system. 



20. The system as recited in claim 1 5, wherein the desired system is a system to implement 
web hosting. 



21. The system as recited in claim 15. wherein determining components and connections 
needed to implement the system that satisfies the user needs comprises referendng a set of 
policies that must be satisfied in order for the desired system to function properly. 



22. A system for producing a drawing of components and connections needed to implement a 

desired system, the system comprising; 

receiving means for receiving user needs of the desired system, wherein the user needs 
describe specified capabUities and performance requirmcnts of Ihe desired system and do not 
provide schematic details for the desired system, and wherein the desiied system is a computer 
network; 

determining means for automatically determining components and connections needed to 
implement a system that satisfies the user needs based on the specified capabilities and 
perfbnnancc requirements of the desired system and application of one or more system design 
rules to the specified capabilities a«d performance requirements of the desired system; 
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instruction generating means for generating a drawing prognun input that provides 
instructions for producing a drawing of the system that satisfies the user needs using the 
determined components and connections to produce schematic details for the system; and 

transmitting means for sending the drawing program input to a drawing program to 
generate a graphical output of the schematic details for the system. 

23. The system as recited in claim 22, fUrther comprising: 

interface means for providing at least one graphical user interface for receiving the user 
needs of the desired system. 

26. Hie system as recited in claim 22, fimher comprising: 

drawing program generating means for generating, with the drawing program, the 
drawing of the desired system. 

27. nie system as recited in claim 22, wherein the desired system is a system to implement 
web hosting. 

28. The system as recited in claim 22. wherein determining components and connections 
needed to implement the system that satisfies the user needs comprises referencing a set of 
policies that must be satisfied in order for the desired system to function properly. 

29. The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the specified capabilities and performance 
requirements of the desired system comprise at least one of a computer network design type. 
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custonier information, geographic load balancing infermation. firewall confignmtion 
infbnnalion, network connectivity information, server configuration information, application 
configuration information, database configuration information, data backup capacily infomiation. 
load balancing information, and an environment type. 

30. The method as recited in claim 1, further comprising: 
determining an estimated cost to implement the system; and 

presenting a budget and planning estimate to a user based on the estimated cost. 

31. The computerprogram product as recited in claim 8. wherein the specified capabilities 
and performance requirements of the desired system comprise at iem one of a computer network 
design tjpe. customer information, geographic load balancing information, firewall configuration 
information, network comiectivity infotmation, server configur^on information, appUcation 
configuration information, database configuration infonnation. data backup capacity information, 
load balancing information, and an environment type. 

32. TTie computer program product as recited in claim 8, fiirther comprising: 

determining instructions for detemiining an estimated cost to implement the system; and 
pi^eating instructions for presenting a budget and plamnng estimate to a user based on 
the estimated cost 

33. The .y«e« as r«ited in ctoUn ,5. wh^oin the specified capable, 

«,.i™.e„« Of fte d«ir«. s„tem compn„ « 1^ „„. „f , ^ 
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customer infonnatioo, geographic load balancing infomation. firewall configuration 
infonnation, network connectivity infonnation. server configuration infonnation, application 
configuration infonnation. database configuration infonnation, data backup capacity infonnation, 
load balancing infonnation, and an environment type. 

34. The system as recited in claim 1 5, further comprising: 

determining means for detemiining an estimated cost to implement the system; and 
presenting means for presenting a budget and planning estimate to a user based on the 
estimated cost. 

35. The system a. recited in claim 22. wherein the specified capabilities and perfonnance 
requirements of the desired system comprise at least one of a computer network design type, 
customer information, geographic load balancing infomiation, firewaU configuration 
information, network connectivity infomiation, server configui^on information, application 
configuration infonnation, database configuration infonnation, data backup capacity infonnation, 
load balancing infonnation, and an environment type. 

36. The system as recited in claim 22, further comprising: 

determining means for determining an estimated cost to implement the system; and 

P^ting means for presenting a budget and planning estimate to a user based on the estimated 
cost. 
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There is no evidence to be presented 



(Appeal Brief Page 25 of 26) 
Longnecker e< al. - 1 0/004,948 

PA(£ 27/28 ' RCVD AT 2/16/2005 3:56:14 PM [Eastern standard Time] * SVR:USPTO{F^^^^^ 



02/1B/2005 - 14:53' 97238577B6 YEE S ASSOCIATES PASE 28 



REf.ATF,T>PPnnrirnTO(^<j ^PPrNftTf 
There are no related proceedings. (Revise if necessaiy) 
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